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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 4-6, 9-12, 14-17, 19-21, 24-26 and 29-30 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Wall et al. (US 6,371,765). 

1 . [Claims 1 ,12,21]: Regarding Claims 1,12, and 21 , Wall discloses associating an 
information technology (IT) exercise (i.e., learning modules) with one or more of a 
plurality of virtual machines (i.e., hardware and software simulators). See Abstract. 
Wall discloses pre-configuring each of the one or more of the plurality of virtual 
machines with at least a set of virtual machine files (i.e., learning modules) associated 
with the IT exercise, wherein the set of virtual machine files determines a virtual 
machine state (i.e., configuration). See Col.2: 59-65. Wall discloses launching the one 
or more of the plurality of virtual machines associated with the IT exercise in the virtual 
machine state using the set of virtual machine files. See Col.2: 59-65. Wall discloses 
displaying to the user, information (i.e., lesson plan) that is associated with the IT 
exercise, wherein the information describes tasks that the user is instructed to 
complete. See Col.5: 26-29. Wall discloses monitoring the tasks performed by the user 
on the set of virtual machine files of the one or more of the plurality of virtual machines, 
wherein the performed tasks place the one or more of the plurality of virtual machines 
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into a new state (i.e., configuration), and wherein the plurality of virtual machines are 
configured to run an operating system (i.e., inherent by their computer-based 
implementation). See Col. 2: 62-65. Wall discloses a storage medium (i.e., computer- 
based training system). Wall discloses a first software application stored on the storage 
medium for allowing multiple virtual machines (i.e., hardware and software simulators) 
to run on a single computer system, wherein the virtual machines are configured to run 
an operating system. See Abstract. Wall discloses a first software application (i.e., 
software simulator) stored on the storage medium for allowing multiple virtual machines 
to run on a single computer system, wherein the virtual machines are configured to run 
an operating system. See Abstract. Wall discloses a second software application 
stored on the storage medium and configured to present one or more exam items (e.g., 
via a test or quiz) to a user, wherein the exam items include an information technology 
(IT) exercise and is capable of having at least one of a multiple choice question and an 
essay question, and wherein one or more of the multiple virtual machines are 
associated with the IT exercise. See Col. 9: 23-45. Wall discloses a processor (i.e., 
computer) for executing the first and second software applications. See Abstract. 
Wall/Papadopoulos does not disclose expressly wherein the act of evaluating how well 
the user performed the IT exercise comprises comparing the new state with a 
benchmark (i.e., ideal operations). However, Bullen teaches such in Col. 10: 32-44: 

The training software 8 can interpret such information stored in 
the memory 7 to give meaning to a movement by the trainee 4 of 
the input device 12 (which may be a trackball, for example) as 
corresponding to a computer- controlled repositioning of the 
drill bit or a computer -commanded change in the drill bit 
velocity, for example. The training software 8 further 
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interprets such information from the input device 12 in light of 
the machine -defining information in the memory 7 and in view of 
a history of machine movements thus commanded by the trainee 4 
to determine the present state or position of each element 
(e.g., the drill bit and the workpiece) of the machine tool 11 
and furthermore infer from such a history the nature of the 
operation being performed by the trainee 4. Furthermore, the 
training software 8 infers the parameters of such an operation 
and compares them with the templates of the ideal operations 
stored in the memory 7 to determine how well the trainee is 
doing and to determine what kinds of errors he may be 
committing. 



Therefore, at the time of the of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate comparing the new state with a benchmark into 
the invention of Wall/Papadopoulos, in light of the teaching of Bullen, in order to 
determine how well the trainee is doing and to determine what kinds of errors he may 
be committing. 



2. [Claims 4,9, 24]: Regarding Claims 4,9, and 24, Wall discloses wherein the tasks 
require the user to modify (i.e., via effectuating inputs) a particular file of the set of 
virtual machine files. See Col.2: 62-65. 

3. [Claims 5,10,19-20,25,29-30]: Regarding Claims 5,10,19-20, 25, and 29-30, Wall 

discloses wherein the act of evaluating how well the user performed the IT exercise 

comprises examining the modifications made to the particular file to determine whether 

the particular file was modified correctly in Col.9: 53-58: 

Thereafter, the end-user enters a command for effectuating a 
hardware, software, or firmware function of the emulated device. 
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If an error is reported by the command inference engine of the 
ICBT simulator (decision 906) , the end-user may activate an 
appropriate troubleshooting module (step 910). 

4. [Claims 6,17,26]: Regarding Claims 6,17, and 26, Wall discloses accessing a test 
file (e.g., test or quiz) comprising one or more exam items. See Col.9: 30-45. Wall 
discloses presenting one or more exam items to the user, wherein the examination 
items include at least one of an information technology exercise, and wherein the IT 
exercise is associated with one or more of a plurality of virtual machines (i.e., simulated 
equipment). See Col.9: 30-32. Wall discloses selecting one of one or more exam 
items. See Col.9: 30-32. Wall discloses determining whether the selected exam item is 
an exercise (inherent) and; if the selected exam item is an IT exercise, the one or more 
of a plurality of virtual machines associated with the IT exercise and that are each pre- 
configured with at least a set of virtual machine files associated with the IT exercise, 
wherein the set of virtual machine files determines a virtual machine state, and wherein 
the plurality of virtual machines run an operating system. See Col.9: 23-45 and Col.2: 
56-65. Wall discloses displaying to the user, information that is associated with the IT 
exercise, wherein the information describes tasks that the user is instructed to 
complete, and performing the tasks on the set of virtual machine files of the one or more 
of the plurality of virtual machines wherein the performed tasks place one or more of the 
plurality of virtual machines into a new state. See Col.2: 62-65 and Col. 5: 26-29. Wall's 
invention is capable of presenting, if the selected exam item is determined to be at least 
one of a multiple choice question and an essay question, the exam item to the user and 
waiting for a user response. See Col.9: 30-36. 
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5. [Claim 1 1]: Regarding Claim. 1 1 , Wall's invention is capable of providing wherein 
the act of evaluating how well the user performed the IT exercise comprises examining 
a file that was not supposed to be modified in performing the IT exercise (i.e., via a list 
of most common causes that are likely to have caused a particular error). See Col.9: 
63-65. 

6. [Claim 14]: Regarding Claim 14, Wall discloses wherein the second software 
application comprises a test driver and a practical skill testing module (e.g., quiz). See 
Col.9: 30-32. 

7. [Claims 15]: Regarding Claims 15, Wall discloses wherein the test driver is 
operable to: read a test file that comprises the one or more exam items; select an exam 
item; determine whether the selected exam item is associated with the IT exercise. See 
Col.9: 23-32. Providing an exam identifier to the PSTM if it is determined that the exam 
item is associated with the IT exercise, wherein the exam identifier identifies the elected 
exam item; and waiting for a response from the PSTM after providing the exam item to 
the PSTM would have been an inherent feature in Wall's invention as a result of the 
end-user activating a test or quiz menu. See Col.9: 27-36. 

8. [Claim 16]: Regarding Claim 16, Wall discloses wherein the second software 
application displays the virtual machines in a testing window (e.g., multimedia 
presentation) provided by the test driver. See Col.9: 36-45. 

Claims 2,7,13, 22 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wall in view of Papadopoulos (US 6,099,320). 
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[Claims 2,7,13,22,27]: Regarding Claims 2,7,13, 22, and 27, Wall does not disclose 
expressly setting a timer to expire after a certain amount of time has elapsed; waiting for 
the user to complete the IT exercise and/or for the timer to expire; and evaluating how 
well the user performed the exercise. However, Papadopoulos teaches such in Col.6: 
14-24: 

The student will have a time limit, typically 20 seconds, for 
answering each question on a test. After a question is posed, 
both an analog and a digital ! tlmer are displayed, showing the 
time remaining for answering the question and changing from 
green to yellow to red as the time jixpipes 1 . If the 
student does not pass the test within the allowed time, the 
screen containing the material that is being reviewed is 
redisplayed and the student has another opportunity to learn the 
information. The student is sent back after failing a 
test question as often as necessary until the student learns the 
information and can answer all questions correctly. 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to incorporated the aforementioned limitation into Wall's 
invention, in light of the teaching of Papadopoulos, in order to facilitate a student 
learning the exercise. 



Claims 32-36 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wall in view of Bullen. 

[Claims 32-36,38]: Regarding Claims 32-36 and 38, Wall does not disclose expressly 
wherein one or more of a plurality of virtual machines include a first virtual machine that 
is configured to run a first operating system and second virtual machine that is 
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configured to run a second operating system different from the first operating system. 
However, Bullen teaches such (i.e., windows-bases or UNIX) in Col.4: 24-26: 

The computer 6 of the training system 2 is preferably a 
workstation, such as a windows-based personal computer or a UNIX 
computer workstation. 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to incorporate the aforementioned limitation into the method and system 
of Wall, in light of the teaching Bullen, in order to support different operating platforms. 

Claims 32-36 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wall in view of Bugnion etal. (US 6,075,938). 

[Claims 32-36,38]: Regarding Claims 32-36 and 38, Wall does not disclose expressly 
wherein one or more of a plurality of virtual machines include a first virtual machine that 
is configured to run a first operating system and second virtual machine that is 
configured to run a second operating system different from the first operating system. 
However, Bugnion teaches such in Col.5: 61-64 and Col.7: 52-58 (i.e., multiple virtual 
machines that run independent operating systems and application programs). 
Therefore at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to incorporate the aforementioned limitations into the method and system of 
Wall, in light of the teaching of Bugnion, in order to provide a way of introducing new 
and innovative system software while still providing a stable computing base for 
applications that favor stability over innovation. 
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Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant maintains that the claimed invention distinguishes over the prior art 
because Wall does not disclose a preconfigured state of a virtual machine. The 
examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed above, the virtual system of Wall may be 
started in a generic undefined state, which may include a number of states, including 
preconfigured. Further, Wall does disclose a specific preconfigured state that must be 
present in order to perform a troubleshooting process to return a virtual system to a 
desired (functioning) state from an undesired (nonfunctioning/malfunctioning) state (col. 
5, lins. 41 -67). 

For the reasons given above, claims 1 - 2, 4 - 7,9 - 17, 19 - 22, 24 - 27, 29, 30, 
32 - 36 and 38 stand rejected. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aashish Karkhanis whose telephone number is (571) 
272-2774. The examiner can normally be reached on 0800-1630 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Pezzuto can be reached on (571) 272-6996. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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